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JURISDICTION
To the Utah Court of appeals the state of Utah, the
appellant Lyle Corwin Jenkins, issues a document as a
docketing
statement to show that his religious and
personal civil rights have been and were violated by the
Circuit court, state of Utah, Salt Lake City Case #
928018096, and Case # 928018101
(1) . Court only heard the evidence submitted in Case #
928018096, without the benefit of hearing the evidence in the case
#928018101.
(2). Court Required appellant to testify against himself to
obtain evidence in the matter as they had no evidence to
substantiate the case against the appellant, the defendant was
required to prove why he was parked in an illegal manner before the
court. Appellant tried to show on the one case that he was about
his religious duties and was exempt from the law of the parking
meters in the case number that was heard before the court and the
case that failed to be heard was for similar justifiable reasons
and that appellant in that particular case was not in violation of
the law but The Court refused to hear the evidence in the case as
in the first case no evidence existed. The Appellant now submits
to the Utah State court of appeals The case of Nasfell v. Ogden
city a. Automobiles (key) 12; the city of Ogden had no express or
implied power to pass ordinance declaring presence of vehicle,
parked in violation of any ordinance, on public street in the city
prima facie evidence that the registered owner thereof committed
or authorized such violation. U.C.A. 1943, 15-8-11, 15-8-30, 15-884, 57-7-85(a) (1)1.
3. Judge who heard the case showed no regard for the
Defendant or the trial court as a whole preferring to hear other
matters before the court, while taking testimony from the plaintiff
and defendant the totally disregarding the rules of procedure which
have been established by the their own organization. The Civil
rights and the constitutional rights of the Defendant were totally
ignored.
4. The Judges attitude was the same as a kangaroo court,
with the thought and idea; don't confuse me with the facts my mind
was made up before the start of this trial.
Jurisdiction to consider this appeal is vested in the
Utah Court of Appeals pursuant to R. Utah Court App. 3 and 4, and
Utah Code Ann. ss. 78-2a-3 (2) (h) (1989) . Plaintiff appellee
claims lack in jurisdiction for this in their 'motion for summary
disposition' Dated April 27th. 1993. they have set themselves upon
as a religion, exempt from the laws of the land and the state of
Utah. Jurisdiction is a matter of laws which the appellee has set
themselves up as exempt.
The Utah Court of appeals has
jurisdiction despite the whims and the desires of the appellee.

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS
This is an appeal from Judgements entered on January 13,

1993 Case # 928018096, and case # 928018101. these Judgements
where entered of the clear violation of Appellants religious rights
and beliefs. Transcript and Motion to Dismiss as entered to the
third circuit court at trail date. exhibit # 1 The trial Court
abused its discretion and entered its Judgements without hearing
all the facts of the case by disposing of both tickets before the
introduction of all the evidence. Awarding judgements before the
fact had been established and denying all the evidence and awarding
judgement in favor of the of the appellee on the face of the
tickets and without the issuance of evidence.
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE
Appellant Lyle Corwin Jenkins, issues a document as a
docketing statement to show that his religious and personal civil
rights have been and were violated by the Circuit court, state of
Utah, Salt Lake City Case # 928018096, and Case # 928018101
(1) . Court only heard the evidence submitted in Case #
928018096, without the benefit of hearing the evidence in the case
#928018101.
(2). Court Required appellant to testify against himself to
obtain evidence in the matter as they had no evidence to
substantiate the case against the appellant, the defendant was
required to prove why he was parked in an illegal manner before the
court. Appellant tried to show on the one case that he was about
his religious duties and was exempt from the law of the parking
meters in the case number that was heard before the court and the
case that failed to be heard was for similar justifiable reasons
and that appellant in that particular case was not in violation of
the law but The Court refused to hear the evidence in the case as
in the first case no evidence existed. The Appellant now submits
to the Utah State court of appeals The case of Nasfell v. Ogden
city a. Automobiles (key) 12; the city of Ogden had no express or
implied power to pass ordinance declaring presence of vehicle,
parked in violation of any ordinance, on public street in the city
prima facie evidence that the registered owner thereof committed
or authorized such violation. U.C.A. 1943, 15-8-11, 15-8-30, 15-884, 57-7-85(a) (1)1.
3. Judge who heard the case showed no regard for the
Defendant or the trial court as a whole preferring to hear other
matters before the court, while taking testimony from the plaintiff
and defendant the total disregarding the rules of procedure which
have been established by their own organization. The Civil rights
and the constitutional rights of the Defendant were totally
ignored.
4. The Judges attitude was the same as a kangaroo court,
with the thought and idea that don't confuse me with the facts my
mind was made up before the start of this trial.

Comes now the defendant, who say's that his personal and
individual constitutional rights were violated by the
above referenced Court and plaintiff. From the very

beginning of the litigation, defendant, had contended the
facts of the case , that their was not sufficient
evidence of code violation to warrant judgement in this
case and to permit the issue, to be judged, within the
circuit court as it lacks the jurisdiction on
constitutional issues. The Law's of this great State and
the United States of America are being violated by people
who claim sovereignty, in all matters of justice or
equality.
The SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION,
has
established attainder- ex post facto ordinance, as laws
to impair the civil rights of we the people of the State
of Utah, and attaching a mans person and property in
violation to the Utah State Constitutions, Art III.
ORDINANCE first- no inhabitant of this state shall ever
be molested in person or property on account of his or
her mode of religious worship.
Is a violation of Utah
State Constitution Sec. 18 No bill of attainer, expose
facto law, or law impairing the obligation of contracts
shall be passed.
Lyle Corwin Jenkins, the defendant in the above referenced
cases; that on January 13,1993. The matter having come before the
court at a trial, this application dismissal of judgment in the
circuit court of Salt Lake County, Salt Lake Department, State of
Utah.
is to be suspended,r z statement or leave to appeal in forma
pauperis. Defendant, ~-aads for an order suspending judgement, for
the following reasons
1. Judge granting Judgement was Biased and opinionated,
in such bias as to deny Defendant due process.
2. Court lacked jurisdiction.
3. Constitutional issues suspend the right to judgement.
4. Plaintiff failed to prove culpability of defendant.
5. Judgement was granted because Defendant had a verbal
opinion against the Plaintiffs, employee.
6. Ordinance claiming relief is contrary to article 1
Section 23, & Article III religious toleration.
Utah State
Constitution.
7. Plaintiff could offer no defense, nor motion to rebut
defendants motion to dismiss, before the court of record.
Article 1 UTAH STATE CONSTITUTION,
DECLARATION OF
RIGHTS;
Section 23. [Irrevocable franchise forbidden.] of the
Utah State Constitution clearly points out that no law shall be
passed granting irrevocably any franchise, privilege or immunity.
Section 25. [Rights retained by the people.] The enumeration of
rights shall not be construed to impair or deny others retained by
the people.
Section 3. [Utah inseparable from the Union.]
Section 4. [Religious liberty] The right of conscience shall never
be infringed. The State shall make no law respecting
an
establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof;
no religious test shall be required as a qualification for any
office of public trust or for any vote at any election; nor shall
any person be incompetent as a witness or juror on account of
religious belief or the absence thereof. There shall be no union
of Church and State, nor shall any church dominate the state or

interfere with it's function. No public money or property shall be
appropriated for or applied to any religious worship, exercise or
instruction, or
for the support
of any
ecclesiastical
establishment.
The defendant was deprived of his rights by being forced
against his will. The plaintiff is culpable for depriving the
defendant of his constitutional rights.
defendant asked the Circuit Court of Salt Lake, Salt Lake
County, State of Utah to dismiss the above referenced cases of the
third Circuit Court of Utah within the State of Utah as being
unconstitutional, and that the Trial court Judge in the entitled
cases made an error in Judgment. Salt Lake City Corporation and
it's assigns. As guilty of extorting the freedoms Guaranteed by
the United States Government and the Utah State Constitution.
The defendant states that the contents of this pleading was
created by him for the purpose of establishing Justice, within the
State of Utah, and that the same is true and correct to the best of
his belief, knowledge, and understanding.
The Appellee failed to prove that appellant was in violation
of the free exercise clause of religion in the one case, and failed
to hear the evidence, that appellant
was in violation of the
second citation altogether. Attaching a mans person and property
is in violation of the Utah State Constitution RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE
ART. Ill Section 4, Religious liberty.

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I Lyle Corwin Jenkins, hereby state that I caused to be delivered
to the following,
a true and correct copy of the forgoing.
x
this
_day of
~)n^^^^

i

~-^-%YljE--GORtflN JENKINS
MARSHA S.
SALT LAKE
451 SOUTH
SALT LAKE

ATKIN #5246
CITY, CORPORATION
200 EAST RM. 125
CITY, UTAH 84111

IN THE THIRD CIRCUIT COURT, STATE OF UTAH

1
2

SALT LAKE CITY

3
4

-oOoSALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION,

5

Plaintiff,

6

vs.

7

LYLE JENKINS,

Case No. 928018096
TRIAL

8

Defendant.

9
-oOo10
11

BE IT REMEMBERED that on the 13th day of January,

12

1993, the above-entitled matter came on for hearing before

13

the HONORABLE ROBIN W. REESE, sitting as Judge in the above-

14

named Court for the purpose of this cause, and that the

15

following proceedings were had.

1G

-0O0-

17
18

A P P E A R A N C E S
For the City:

STEPHEN P. ZOLLINGER
Deputy Salt Lake City Attorney
451 South 200 East, #125
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

For the Defendant:

LYLE JENKINS
Appearing Pro Se

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

ALAN P SMITH CSR

*M °*LW%-

385 BRAHMA OR«V€ (801) 266-0320
SALT LAKE CITY UTAH 84107

1

P R O C E E D I N G S

2

(Prior trial proceedings not recorded on this tape.)

3
4

MR- JENKINS:

--Saturday at a meter, I

5

had fed the meter and had been about my ecclesiastical duties

6

at a—at the Murray D. Blind Centerf instructing and talking

7

to some of the blind children at the Blind Center, and

8

consequently, I was about my ecclesiastical duties, and the

9

notice on the meter states that this law shall not be in

10

effect on holidays or religious holi—religious days.

11

So, consequently, I was not in violation of the law,

12

even though I had fed the meter prior to going in, but got

13

held in my ecclesiastical duties longer than I expected.

14

And so consequently, I had not violated the law, so

15

conseuquently, the law cannot find me guilty in such a case.

1G

I still say that you have no jurisdiction in the

17

matter, because it is Constitutional matter and you do not

18

have rights in Constitutional matters, period,

19

THE COURT:

20

Mr. Zollinger, Mr. Jenkins is

finished.

21

Do you have a n y t h i n g t h a t y o u ' d l i k e t o say by way

22

of

rebuttal.

23

MR, ZOLLINGER:

24

the Court

23

meters

I

are

that

the—the

in e f f e c t

statement

from

8:00

I would s i m p l y
on t h e m e t e r s

a.m.

2
ALAN P SMITH, CSR
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t o 6:00 p.m.

is

indicate
that

Monday

the

to

1

through Saturday, holidays being an exception.

2

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

3

MR. ZOLLINGER:

4

says, legal holidays excepted.

5

THE COURT:

6
7

Legal.

Legal holidays is what it

Mr. Jenkins, I know you're

going to d i s a g r e e —
MR. JENKINS:

The Seventh Day Adventists

8

have Sunday-Saturday as their ecclesiastical day.

9

THE COURT:

10
11

The—

The meter doesn't say

anything about ecclesiastical days, though.
MR. JENKINS:

--Jewish religion have their

12

meetings on Saturday, so it says legal holidays, and a

13

holiday is considered as a—Congress

14

respect to any man's religion.

15

shall make no law in

Consequently, if they make the law in respect to

lf>

any man's religion, they have done—violated his Constitutional

17

rights, and this is a Constitutional matter, and I've asked--

18

I've sent motions to the Court and asked them to continue it

19

until such time as my Constitutional rights have been heard

20

before the Federal District Court that is now before Judge

21

Benson over at the District Court.

22
23
24
25

THE COURT:
separately, Mr. Jenkins.

You'll have to follow that up

I have jurisdiction.

MR. JENKINS:

Well, you can't consol--

continue this until such time as that's taken care of?
3
ALAN P SMITH, CSR
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THE COURT:

1
2

Okay.

Don't interrupt me

again, Mr. Jenkins.

3

MR. JENKINS:

4

THE COURT:

Go ahead.

The finding is in favor of the

5

plaintiff and against the defendant on each of the cases.

6

In Case No. 928018096, the judgment is for $17 plus costs,

7

and the reasonable fee.

8

the judgment is for $15, plus costs of Court.
Counsel, if you1ll--let's see, do we have a judgment

9
10

In the other case, Case No. 9280108101

affidavit?

11

MR. ZOLLINGER:

12

MR, JENKINS:

13

THE COURT:

14

MR. JENKINS:

15

Your

17

MR. JENKINS:

22

This is your--

THE COURT:

Well, you can try it, except,

Mr. Jenkins—
MR. JENKINS:

--if the Court dismissed the

matter, would they have rights to bring that ticket up again?

23

THE COURT:

24

MR. JENKINS:

25

--Utah Appellate Court,

that's my privilege and my right, but--

19

21

If I refuse to pay these and

appeal them to the —
THE COURT:

20

Honor?

Yes.

10

18

Yes.

This is the —
If I were to win it in the

District Court, would they be able to bring it up again?
4
ALAN P SMITH, CSR
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THE COURT:

1

It's possible.

I wouldn't

2

say--I'm not going to tell you, Mr. Jenkins, what will or

3

will not happen in an action in the Federal District Court.
On a small claims appeal, however, this is the

4
5

Court of last resort, you'd have a hard time appealing any

6

further from it.
MR. JENKINS:

7
8

Utah State Court of Appeals.
THE COURT:

9

Okay.

MR. JENKINS:

10
11

Well, I'm going to go to the

And if that doesn't work,

then I will go to the Supreme Court.
THE COURT:

12

What I'll do--thank you.

I'll

13

ask the parties, please, to wait behind the bar, if you would.

14

Marlene's preparing the judgments.
When they're through, I'll have—Mr. Zollinger,

15
16

would you come up and get copies for both yourself and

17

Mr. Jenkins?

18

MR. ZOLLINGER:

19

THE COURT:

20

MR. JENKINS:

21
22

Yes.

Okay.
Courts have no respect for

the law.
(Whereupon, the Court handled an unrelated matter.)
MR. ZOLLINGER:

23
24

interrupt for just one second?

23

I approach?

Your Honor, we—may we

There's some confusion.

May

Was the order for costs and reasonable fees?
5
ALAN P SMITH, CSR

1

385 BRAHMA ORfVE (801) 266-0320
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VXKTi

/

'

—

•

1

THE COURT:

2

MR. ZOLLINGER:

3

THE COURT:

4

MR. JENKINS:

5

THE COURT:

6

MR. ZOLLINGER:

7

amended?

Uh huh (affirmative).
On the one case?

Which one?

The one with the $17.

MR. JENKINS:
anyway.

On the one case?

Could we have that

We're requesting simply the $45 (inaudible) fee.

8
9

On one case.

I'm going to appeal that,

You know, until you judges learn to stand up for the

10

law and for the rights of the people, then maybe we can have

11

some respect for the laws in this State; but until such time,

12

you're all just a bunch of two-faced hypocrites.

13
14
15
1C

THE COURT:

Be careful what you say,

Mr. Jenkins.
MR. ZOLLINGER:

May we be excused?

(Whereupon, this hearing was concluded.)

17
18
19

* * *

20
21
22
23
24
25
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TRANSCRIBER'S

1
2

STATE OF UTAH

3

COUNTY OF SALT LAKE

CERTIFICATE

ss .

I, Toni F r y e , d o hereby

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

certify:

That I am a transcriber for A l a n P. S m i t h , C e r t i f i e d
Shorthand R e p o r t e r , L i c e n s e N o . 3 8 , and a Certified C o u r t
T r a n s c r i b e r of Tape Recorded Court P r o c e e d i n g s ; that I
received an electronically recorded tape of the w i t h i n m a t t e r
and under his supervision have transcribed the same into
t y p e w r i t i n g , and the foregoing p a g e s , numbered from 1 to 6,
i n c l u s i v e , to the best of my ability c o n s t i t u t e a full, true
and correct t r a n s c r i p t i o n , e x c e p t w h e r e it is indicated the

Tape Recorded Court Proceedings were inaudible.
I do further certify that I am not counsel, attorney
or relative of either party, or clerk or stenographer of
either party or of the attorney of either party, or otherwise
interested in the event of this suit.

12
13

)

Dated at Salt Lake City, Utah, this 23rd day of
March, 1993.

14
15
1G
17

Transcriber
18

Subscribed

19
20
21

March,

and s w o r n

to before

1993.

sssssssssssssssssssssssss?)
NOTA&Y PUBLIC

22

AU^PSV.TH

23
24
( S E A L )

ALAN P SMITH CSR
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me t h i s 2 4 t h

day

of

REPORTER'S

1
2

STATE OF UTAH

)

3

C O U N T Y OF SALT LAKE

)

CERTIFICATE

ss .

I, A l a n P. S m i t h , Certified

4

Shorthand

Reporter,

5

License N o . 3 8 , Notary Public and a Certified Court T r a n s -

6

criber of Tape Recorded C o u r t Proceedings w i t h i n and

7

State of U t a h , do certify

8

recorded

9

transcribed

tape of

that I received an

the w i t h i n matter

and caused

into t y p e w r i t i n g , and

from

numbered

electronically
the same to be

1 to 6, i n c l u s i v e , to the best of my

11

c o n s t i t u t e a f u l l , true and correct

12

w h e r e it is indicated

13

inaudible.

transcription,

knowledge,
except

the T a p e Recorded C o u r t Proceedings

I do further

certify that

I am not c o u n s e l ,

15

or r e l a t i v e of either p a r t y , or clerk or stenographer

16

either p a r t y , or of the attorney of either party, or

17

interested

18
19

in the event of

M a r c h , 1993.
»SSSSSSSSSaSSS3?ff
NOTARY PUBLIC

MJ\ P S' MTH

21

K

22
N
23
( S E A L )
24
23

ALAN P SMITH, CSR
M5 BRAHMA DRIVE

(801) 266-0330

PubllC'

were

attorney
of
otherwise

this suit.

Dated at Salt Lake C i t y , U t a h , this 24th

20

the

that the foregoing p a g e s ,

10

14

for

day of

